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Abstract 
In this paper, it is my intention to highlight the role, as well as the current weight of investment in education. My analysis focuses 
on the European context with reference to the degree in which the necessities are covered or satisfied, or labour market 
requirements are complied with. At the same time, I tackle with the main difficulties in the field and I suggest new methods of 
reorientation and optimal administration of human, material and financial resources.The European goals covered by Lisbon 
Agenda are still supported by 2020 Europe Agenda and refer to setting up a knowledge society where the E.U. should become the 
most competitive economic entity in terms of  labour force. Investment in education is essential and may be provided by both 
organization (company or public institution) or beneficiary, natural person, but it is still profitable only on a long-term. At the 
same time, the E.U. has already drawn up a map of skills necessary in 2020-2025. Most experts in education seem to ignore the 
fact that people are productive not only thanks to the social-economic system or the quality of technologies they make use of, but 
also to knowledge and training they benefit from. Consequently, it is my belief that the reform  on education should be oriented 
to what economists  
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1. Introduction 
In order for the education and training systems to play a decisive role in achieving the strategic objective established 
by the European Council in Lisbon, i.e. to transform the European Union (EU) into the most competitive and 
dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world, the member states are encouraged to invest sufficient resources 
and to enable said resources to be oriented and managed in the most efficient way possible.  In a strong in constant 
motion and competition-driven international context, the investment policy for education and training must take into 
consideration the new demands of the knowledge-based society. Currently, the EU experiences a certain gap in 
epen. To reverse this 
tendency, additional investments are necessary and not only in the field of research and development and 
information technologies (CIT), but also in the European education and training system in its entirety (Suciu, 2000).  
2. The report of  European Commission 
Following a recently published report of the European Commission, it has been shown that the fixed 
objectives for the development of education until 2020 are difficult targets to meet, especially in the light of the 
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consequences of the austerity measures. The European Union has set objectives such as reduction in illiteracy and in 
school abandonment, increase in the participation in preschool and postgraduate education as well as in the 
stimulation of ongoing education through a per
discrepancies between the member states, amongst which Romania is rated in the bottom half in all areas of activity 
despite the progress registered in the last decade.  From 2000 until 2009, the member states have attempted and even 
managed to obtain certain education performances, but not enough. Targeting 2020, the following objectives have 
been set, at a European level, to be met by for all EU member states, namely:  
 The number of those who leave the education system too early must decrease under 10%. ; 
Currently, the European average is 14%, the highest performances being achieved by countries like Poland, with 
5,3%, Slovakia with 4,89% and the Czech Republic with 5,4%. In Romania, the percentage of those who abandon 
the education system too early is approximately 16%, just under the European average. Substantially further than 
this European average are countries such as Malta, Portugal and Spain, with over 30%. 
 The second objective relates to the number of children who enter the education system before reaching the 
compulsory age.   
The current European average is (year 2011) of 92%, to reach 95% before 2020. Belgium, France and Holland are 
almost at 100%, whilst Poland, Lithuania and even Ireland are under 80%. In Romania the percentage increased 
-year-old youth with 
reading difficulties, with poor academic performance in exact sciences from the current 20% to less than 15%. 
Countries like Romania and Bulgaria must travel a longer way, from the current 40% to less than 15%. The 
European countries who have reached this objective envisaged for 2020 are Finland, Holland and Estonia.  
 The third objective refers to the third stage, i.e. tertiary education, for those who complete their education with 
postgraduate studies and other training courses shall have to exceed 40%, from the current 32,3%; 
In what this situation is concerned, Romania is ranked amongst the bottom half , with only 16,8%, while Ireland, 
Denmark, Holland and Luxembourg have exceeded ever since 2009 the objective envisaged for the next ten years. 
 Another objective relates to the continuing education of the adult person.  
At a European Level, the percentage is slightly decreased, from a 9,8% in2005, to 9,3% in 2009. The target for 2020 
is 15%. Therefore, the discrepancies between the member states are quite high. If in Denmark, Sweden and Finland 
we talk about percentages between 20% and 30%, whilst in Romania, Bulgaria, Slovakia and Hungary, these are 
situated between 1,5% and 2,7%. 
The report also asserts an increase in the costs for education from 2000, but the economic and financial 
crisis led to drastic budget cuts to the education system. The European Commission highlights the fact that 
investments in education can only boost the economy and facilitate a relaunch, the statistics showing that those 
affected by the economic crisis have been those with precarious education and training.   
 
3. Concerning the achievement of a substantial increase in the total investment contribution in education  
Europe appears to suffer from a reduced level of investment in human resources. Although in the EU countries, 
much like in the United States, a little over 5% of the GDP is allocated to public costs related to education and 
training, there is, instead, a net deficit at the level of private financing.  If we acknowledge the fact that, in the 
European Social Model, private resources have always been considered complementary and not a substitute to 
public funding, in the face of the new challenges imposed by the globalisation process an increase in the private 
funding is proven necessary (Stermole F.J., Stermole, J.M. 2009). The level of private funding in education and 
training is seen as a major difference between the EU and the United States that continues to deepen. Private costs 
dedicated to the educational institutions have only slightly increased in the EU since 1995 (from 0,55 % to 
approximately 0,66 % from the GDP), whilst in Japan they have almost doubled (approximately 1,2 % from the 
GDP), and in the United States they have almost tripled (1,6 %). This deficit is especially manifest in the fields 
essential to the knowledge economy, such as higher education, adult education and continuing professional 
education and development.  In total, EU invests significantly less in higher education than the United States: the 
United States spend over twice as much per student than the European Union. In relation to the GDP, the EU 
average is only of 1,1 % dedicated to higher education than the 2.3% in the United States. The funding gap in this 
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area is, thus, even more poignant in research and development  (R&D), where the numbers show 1,9 % from GDP in 
the EU as opposed to the 2,7 % in the United States. The European universities are those who establish the level of 
expenditure in this area of activity.  
Another field of activity, where the private funding is, without contestation, more significant, is that of 
continuing professional education and development and adult educations, where there are still major discrepancies 
from one country to the next. Only 40 % of the European employees participate in continuing professional education 
and training (23 % pertaining to small and medium-sized businesses (SMB) and only 62% of all the enterprises 
supply this type of training to their personnel (56 % for the SMB). Although in the European Social Model private 
resources provided by enterprises and natural persons are complementary to public funding, the current situation 
imposes new public funding targets and higher private expenditure to complement public funding. This aspect 
present a challenge, especially for several new member states, given their budgetary limitations and the increased 
percentage of public spending on formal education. 
 
4. Conclusions  
In order to streamline the financial allocations, the present communication requires, in equal measure, the 
member states to counterbalance the areas of spending inefficiency, such as increased percentage in education 
failure, in premature school abandonment, in graduate unemployment, in the low level of knowledge and proposes 
to focus the attention on training the education professionals, on the new basic competences, on continuing training 
and development, on CIT field of activity, on the active civic spirit and on information (Lazear, 1998).   
Concerning the mobilisation of human and additional financial resources, this paper underlines the importance 
of creating new partnership-type approach to the enterprises and natural persons.  This should be achieved on the 
basis of a more efficient resource management and a decentralization at a regional level, within the resource and 
programme management. This decentralization, which should be completed by a better coordination between the 
national ministries, must, surely, act in the sense of conferring dimension to the investment decision-making at a 
European level (Krueger, Lindahl, 2000).  
Finally, in order to allow education and training to play the lead role in the European Employment Strategy and 
in the Lisbon Strategy, the present communication proposes that the member states: 
 supply the level of public investment required by the European Social Model;  
 implement partnerships and incentives for a sustained investment growth by businesses and natural persons;  
 focus finances on the areas less susceptible to produce concrete results;  
 undertake activities towards reforms related to university courses, quality and recognition, thus maximising their 
efficiency in the European context.   
Therefore, the development of human capital through processes of education and investment remains a global 
responsibility of all individuals and governments. Without a collective psychology that leads to a profound 
comprehension of the aforementioned direction, the EU states would find it difficult to meet the targets set for 2020.   
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